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Reply to Office Action of Jan. 27, 2005 

REMARKS/ARGUMENTS 

Claims 1-23 remain in the application, all of which stand allowed, but all of 
which stand objected to. 

1 . Objections to Specification 

Paragraph [0022] of the specification stands objected to in that the information 
for the referenced patent application needs to be updated. The necessary 
amendment has been made. 

The headings preceding paragraphs [0006] and [0013] are objected to in that 
letters are missing from certain words. Applicants file copy is not missing these 
letters. However, amendments have been made in light of the application state noted 
by the Examiner. 

Paragraphs [0017], [0019] and [0023] stand objected to in that certain letters of 
their text are "feint". Applicant has reviewed his file copy and these letters are not 
feint. However, Applicant has nonetheless provided a clean copy of the text of these 
paragraphs, supra. 

2. Objection to Claims 1-23 Under 37 CFR 1.75(a) 

Claims 1-23 stand objected to under 37 CFR 1 .75(a) for failing to particularly 
point out and distinctly claim the subject matter which Applicant regards as his 
invention. 

With respect to claim 1 , the Examiner asserts: 

. . .The preamble of claim 1 cites "A method, comprising:" but a method for what 
exactly is being referred to here ?. . . 

1/27/2005 Office Action, p. 2, sec. 1c. 
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Claim 1 has been amended, without the recitation of new matter, to recite, "A 
method for optimizing a list of interleaved waveforms that are to be driven to or 
received from a pin of a device under test". This amendment merely moves part of 
what was previously set forth in the first element of the claim to the preamble of the 
claim. This amendment is not believed to change either the subject matter nor scope 
of claim 1 . 

The Examiner also asserts: 

. . .Claim 1, line 4, cites "de-interleaving the list of waveforms..." however the 
claim does not show the list of waveforms first being interleaved before they 
undergo de-interleaving. This same type of problem also occurs in claim 15, 
lines 6-7 and claim 20. lines 8-10.. . . 

1/27/2005 Office Action, p. 2, sec. 1c. 

Claims 1 and 15 have been amended, without the recitation of new matter, to 
recite that the "list of waveforms" received is a "list of interleaved waveforms". 
Applicant believed this to be inherent in his original claim. However, it is now 
specifically stated. 

With respect to claim 1, the Examiner further asserts: 

. . .The last step of the claim cites "optimizing each list of non-interleaved 
waveforms by combining at least two of its entries" which does not particularly 
point out how the combining of at least two of the entries results in the 
optimization of the list.. . . 

1/27/2005 Office Action, pp. 2-3, sec. 1c. 

The Examiner also asserts that a similar issue is raised by claims 15 and 20. 

Applicant agrees that these claims (1,15 and 20) do not recite any particular 

method for combining two entries of a list. However, Applicant does not believe that 

a particular method needs to be recited in his broadest claim, as alternative 

exemplary "combining" methods are recited in at least claims 2, 3 and 5. Applicant 

believes that his claims are just as definite as a claim that recites "heating" or 

"fastening", followed by claims that recite particular temperature ranges to which 

something is heated, or claims that recite particular types of fastening. 
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With respect to claims 1 and 6, the Examiner asserts: 

. , .In addition, the use of the pronoun "its" adds ambiguity with respect to what 
exactly possesses the entries. This same type of problem also occurs with the 
use of the pronoun "their" in the last line of claim 6.. . . 

1/27/2005 Office Action, p. 3. sec. 1c. 

Claims 1 and 6 have been amended, without the addition of new matter, to 
eliminate the pronouns that were originally used therein. 
With respect to claim 12, the Examiner asserts: 

. . .Claim 12, line 2, cites "the re-interleaved list" which it appears should be "the 
re-interleaved lists". This same type of problem also occur in claim 23, line 2.. . 

1/27/2005 Office Action, p. 3, sec. 1c. 

Applicant notes the Examiner's concern. However, what is presented to a user 
is something that appears to be a single list, although it is formed from "re-interleaved 
lists". Applicant has emended claims 12 and 23 in accord with the Examiner's 
request. However, Applicant believes the scope and connotation of each of these 
claims remains the same. 

With respect to claim 15. the Examiner asserts: 

. . .Claim 15, line 1, cites "Apparatus, comprising:" which it appears should be 
"An apparatus, comprising:". In addition, an apparatus for what exactly is being 
referred to here ?. , . 

1/27/2005 Office Action, p. 3, sec. 1c. 

Claim 15 has been amended, without the recitation of new matter, to recite, "An 
apparatus for optimizing a list of interleaved waveforms that are to be driven to or 
received from a pin of a device under test". This amendment merely moves part of 
what was previously set forth in the body of the claim to the preamble of the claim. 
This amendment is not believed to change either the subject matter or scope of claim 
15. 
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With respect to claims 1 5 and 20, the Examiner asserts: 

. . .In addition, the use of the pronoun "its" in both claims 15 and 20 here, adds 
ambiguity with respect to what exactly possesses the entries.. . . 

1/27/2005 Office Action, p. 3, sec. 1c. 

Claims 15 and 20 have been amended, without the addition of new matter, to 
eliminate the pronouns that were originally used therein. 
With respect to claim 20, the Examiner asserts: 

. . .Claim 20, line 5, cites "said probes" however is this referring to both the 
driving probes and the receiving probes ? This same type of problem also 
occurs in claim 20, line 7.. . . 

1/27/2005 Office Action, p. 3, sec. 1c. 

Claim 20 has been amended, without the addition of new matter, to replace 
"said probes" with "driving probes and receiving probes". 
The Examiner also asserts: 

. . .Claim 20, line 13, cites "program code to program ones of the waveform 
memories..." however was this intended to be "program code to program some 
of the waveform memories..." ?. . . 

1/27/2005 Office Action, p. 3, sec. 1c. 

Claim 20 has been amended, without the addition of new matter, to recite, 
"program code to program the waveform memories corresponding to the optimized 
lists." 

With respect to claim 21 , the Examiner asserts: 

. . .Claim 21, lines 3, cites "the list" however the antecedent basis is plural.. . . 
1/27/2005 Office Action, p. 3, sec. 1c. 

Claim 21 has been amended as the Examiner suggests, without the addition of 
new matter. 
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Other minor claim amendments have been made to conform the claims to the 
above-noted amendments. Applicant notes that none of the amendments made 
herein are substantive; and all of the amendments made herein are supported by the 
claims as originally filed. 



In light of the above Amendments and Remarks, Applicant respectfully 
requests the timely issuance of a Notice of Allowance. 



3. Conclusion 



Respectfully submitted, 
DAHL & OSTERLOTH, L.LP. 
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